
Library Management Team  

Notes from the July 27, 1999 Meeting  

Attending: Ross Atkinson, Lee Cartmill, Tom Hickerson, Janet McCue, Jean Poland, Sarah 
Thomas, Edward Weissman  

At the July 20 meeting, LMT made a policy decision regarding the LMS implementation which 
was omitted from the meeting notes. The decision is that when Voyager is implemented, all units 
will use Voyager's basic LMS functionality.  

1. Announcements 
Ross announced that the Library will participate in the Freshman Information Fair on 
August 20. 
Ross distributed the Disabilities Policy Public Statement and the revised Disabilities 
Policy for final review.  

2. Disposition Policy 
LMT discussed, edited and approved the draft Disposition Policy. There was a lengthy 
discussion which revealed a strong aversion to discarding items before all other avenues 
for their disposition are attempted. These avenues are sale, donation and exchange. Ross 
will work with David Block to ensure that procedures in the Gifts and Exchange 
Department reflect LMT's perspective.  

3. User Study 
Based on discussions with the User Survey Design Group, Sarah has concluded that a 
telephone survey is not the best way to develop an understanding of the future 
information seeking behavior of the Cornell community. As a result, she has decided to 
constitute a new group to work on the user survey. This new group will take advantage of 
the work already accomplished by the Design Group.  

4. Library Gateway meets Voyager 
Ed presented a "white paper" (appended below) outlining three options for how the 
Gateway and Voyager can relate to each other. LMT agreed that option 3, using Voyager 
for both the OPAC and Networked Resources discovery and access is the long-term goal. 
LMT will decide which option to pursue in the fall after the LMS implementation effort 
gets underway and more is learned about Voyager.  

5. Virtual Tour 
Janet demonstrated the Virtual Tour of Mann Library which is mounted on the Mann 
Library Home page. This is intended as a fund-raising strategy. It was implemented in 
mid-April and its use is growing rapidly.  

6. Increased Visibility for the Library With Regard to Database Access 
Janet stated that based on her meetings with departments in CALS and CHE, many 
faculty do not understand that the Library through its subscriptions is providing them 
with the access they have to the rich array of electronic resources. Some assume that 
these resources are freely available on the Internet. Janet pointed out that some vendors, 
for example PNAS Online http://www.pnas.org/, carry a statement that Cornell is the 
subscriber. The first PNAS screen does not have any indication of a Cornell University 
subscription but if you click on "Browse & Search Archive of All Issues:" or any of the 



other links, the statement "Subscriber: CORNELL UNIVERSITY" appears at the top of 
the screen. LMT asked Ross to begin lobbying vendors, beginning with the vendors of 
our most expensive resources, directly and in conjunction with other institutions via the 
consortia we participate in, to include statements in databases that let users know that the 
Library is paying for their subscription.  

Minutes recorded by Edward Weissman .  

 

The Implementation of Voyager and the Library Gateway 
Drafted by Karen Calhoun, Marty Schlabach and Ed Weissman 

This document focuses on how the implementation of Voyager will affect the Library Gateway, 
specifically the Gateway Catalog and the Networked Resources aspect of the Gateway. It 
assumes that the basic design and structure of the Library Gateway (i.e., the elements in the left 
"navigation" frame") will not change although information presented in various Gateway 
screens, such as Help and Services, will change to reflect the Voyager features as opposed to 
Notis features.  

There are three basic ways that the Gateway Catalog and Voyager can relate:  

1. Low impact (2 catalogs, 2 search engines/user interfaces)  
2.  
3.         -Descriptive information about networked resources  
4. continues to reside in both the Gateway Catalog (MySQL  
5. database) and the Library Catalog (MARC database).  
6.         -The Gateway Catalog search engine and user interface  
7. continues to be used to search for and browse for Networked  

Resources. 

A. IMPLICATIONS:  
1. We need to configure the Voyager Z39.50 client or another Z39.50 client 

to capture the appropriate descriptive information from the Voyager 
MARC record and insert it into the Gateway MySQL database record so 
as to minimize duplicate data entry on the part of catalogers. (This is 
equivalent to how WebPac works (when it works) in the current 
environment.  

2. Will involve minimal technical effort and retraining of catalogers; no 
change for public services staff and users in using the Library Gateway  

3. Will require continued maintenance of descriptive cataloging information 
in two databases. 

B. RISKS:  
1. No/Low risk for getting this accomplished.  
2. Higher risk that OPAC interface design may not be optimal in the longer-

run with regard to its relationship with the networked resources "slice" 
design , i.e., we are more likely to design a better overall product if we 



design both the full OPAC interface and the Networked Resources slice 
interface simultaneously.  

3. Indexing decisions during OPAC implementation potentially limit future 
Networked Resources development if not done simultaneously.  

4. Users need to adapt to change twice (OPAC now, Gateway later.)  
8. Medium impact (1 catalog, 2 search engines/user interfaces)  
9.  
10.         -Descriptive information about networked resources resides 
11.  only  in the Library Catalog (MARC database). 
12.         -Necessary information that can not be stored in Voyager  
13. MARC records continues to be stored in the Gateway Catalog  
14. records OR in tables linked to Voyager Catalog records. 
15.         -The Gateway Catalog search engine and user interface  
16. continues to be used to search for and browse for Networked  

Resources. 

A. IMPLICATIONS  
1. We need to figure out how to run Gateway catalog searches against 

Voyager catalog records.  
2. Eliminates the redundant maintenance of descriptive information in the 

Gateway catalog.  
3. Will require some technical effort and retraining of catalogers; no change 

for public ervices staff and users in using the Library Gateway. 
B. RISKS:  

1. Low/Medium risk for getting this accomplished.  
2. Higher risk that OPAC interface design will not be optimal with regard to 

its relationship with the networked resources "slice" design , i.e., we are 
more likely to design a better overall product if we design both the full 
OPAC interface and the Networked Resources slice interface 
simultaneously  

3. Indexing decisions during OPAC implementation potentially limit future 
Networked Resources development if not done simultaneously.  

4. Users need to adapt to change twice (OPAC now, Gateway later.)  
17. High Impact (1 catalog, 1 search engine/user interface)  
18.  
19.         -Descriptive information about networked resources  
20. resides only in the Library Catalog (MARC database). 
21.         -Necessary information that can not be stored in  
22. Voyager MARC records continues to be stored in the Gateway  
23. Catalog records OR in tables linked to Voyager Catalog records. 
24.         -The Voyager Catalog search engine and user interface is  

used to search for and browse for Networked Resources.   

A. IMPLICATIONS  
1. We will need to customize the Voyager user interface to meet the 

requirements for searching and browsing Networked Resources.  
2. Eliminates the redundant maintenance of descriptive information in the 

Gateway catalog.  



3. Will require significant technical, interface design and user training effort; 
some retraining of catalogers. 

B. RISKS:  
1. High risk for getting this accomplished. Requires significant public 

services, technical services, IT effort while we are concentrating on entire 
LMS implementation.  

2. Lower risk that OPAC interface design will not be optimal in the longer-
run with regard to its relationship with the networked resources "slice" 
design , i.e., we are more likely to design a better overall product if we 
design both the full OPAC interface and the Networked Resources slice 
interface simultaneously.  

3. Users learn new interface only once, but all familiarity is gone when both 
OPAC and Networked Resources change.   


